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REMARKS 

Group Election 

According to the Office Action, the application contains three distinct 

embodiments of the claimed of invention comprising the following: 

i. Claims 1-11, drawn to a camshaft assembly, classified in 
class 74, subclass 595. 

li. Claims 12-25, drawn to a method of producing a camshaft, 
classified in class 29, subclass 8881.1. 

III. Claims 26-36 , drawn to an apparatus for producing lateral 
indentations in a camshaft, classified in class 29, subclass 
6.01 

The Applicant was mistaken in the first reply when he misunderstood directions 
from foreign counsel directing prosecution. When the selection was found to be lacking 
in detail, the Applicant referred to foreign counsel and was apprised of the mistake. As 
such the Applicant would like it clear that he selections Group II and the species 
illustrated in Figure 3. This supersedes any previous selection. Group II and species 
illustrated in Figure 3 are read on by all of claims 12-24. The Applicant believes that the 
group and species and identified claims have now been properly identified. 

For clarity reasons the Applicant again reasserts that the election is made for 
prosecution with traverse. It should be recognized that the claim 12 is generic and 
reads on all the embodiments depicted in Figures 2-6. Furthermore, the camshaft 11 
illustrated in Figures 1-6 may be formed by any of the embodiments illustrated in 
Figures 2-6. Therefore, Claims 1-11 should properly be reviewed alongside claims 12- 
24 as elected. 

The Applicants note that the Examiner recognizes that Inventions I and II are 
related as process of making and product made. In addition, however, the Examiner 
asserts that the inventions are distinct in that either (1 ) the process claimed can be used 
to make a materially different product or (2) the product claimed can be made by a 
materially different process. The Applicants traverse this assertion and seeks 
reconsideration. 

Process to make a materially different product 
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The method of claims 12-25 claims a method for making a camshaft. The 
Examiner's assertion that it could be utilized to make a materially different product such 
as a pipe coupling is inaccurate. The limitations of the method claim specifically require 
securing CAMS onto a tubular SHAFT. There is only a single product that results from 
cams mounted on a shaft - namely a camshaft as is claimed in claims 1-11. 
Furthermore, the method of claim 12 specifically recites the limitation of hot-forming a 
lateral indentation on the shaft between two cams. Thus the method of claim 1 2 cannot 
be utilized to form anything other than a camshaft with hot-formed lateral indentations. 
Otherwise the limitations within claims 12-25 would be meaningless. Claims 1-11 
specifically claims a camshaft with hot-formed lateral indentations. Clearly, Claims 12- 
25 cannot be utilized to form a materially different product if any of the limitations 
contained therein are recognized. The Applicants request reconsideration. 

Product made by a materially different process 

Conversely, Claims 1-11 cannot be made by a process materially different than 
that claimed in claims 12-25. The hot-formed lateral indentations as defined by the 
specification cannot be formed by a process different than that claimed in claims 12-25. 
Casting or molding do not comprise hot-formed lateral indentations as defined by the 
specification. In addition, casting or molding would not result in the multiple part 
assembly with force-locking connections between the cams and shaft as taught by the 
present invention. The Applicants respectfully request reconsideration. 

Species Election 

The Examiner further requires an election of patentably distinct species which 
were identified as follows: 





Figures 1a-1c 




Figures 2a-2b 


iii. 


Figures 3a-3b 


iv. 


Figures 4a-4b 


v. 


Figures 5a-5d 


vi. 


Figures 6a-6b 
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The Applicants again reassert the election of species iii with traverse. The Applicant 
caiis the Examiner's attention to the fact that Figures 2, 3, 4 and 6a depict methods 
capable of producing a camshaft illustrated in Figure 1. As the elected group was 
claims 12-24 regarding the method of making a camshaft which includes generic claim 
12 which reads on each and every species illustrated in Figures 2,3,4,5 and 6, the 
Applicant respectfully asserts that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case for restricting the claims. The Applicant calls the Examiner's attention to the 
application subject matter and claims wherein there is no clear indication of separate 
future classification and field of search. Every claim and embodiment is directed 
towards the identical classification and field of search. In support of this, it is noted that 
independent claim 12 reads on every disclosed embodiment in the present application. 
Therefore, not only is this a generic claim but in order to properly examine the 
patentability of any single embodiment, both classification, field of search, and burden 
on the Examiner would be identical to that involved in evaluating every other 
embodiment or species. The cited embodiments would provide no undue burden on the 
Examiner, nor would they raise any additional issues. The embodiments primarily vary 
only in how a bending moment is imparted into the shaft, variation on how the 
electrodes are represented, and whether the punches are performed simultaneously. 
The Applicant submits that a prima facie case for restricting the claims has not been 
properly established. No proper indication of different classification or field of search 
has been established. Furthermore, the nature of the embodiments clearly indicates 
that no undue burden would be placed on the Examiner. The Applicant, therefore, 
respectfully requests reconsideration of the restriction requirement. 

Applicant reserves the right to add the non-elected claims upon the allowance of 
a generic claim containing the same general inventive concept as the non-elected 
claims. 

Drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) and/or 1.84 

The Applicant is somewhat confused with this objection as amended drawings 
correcting ail the Examiner's issues were provided previously. These amended 
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drawings appear on the online prosecution history. The Applicant respectively re- 
submits these amended drawings and will address the Examiner's concerns individually 
in the hopes of eliminating any concerns. 

a) Figure 6a was objected to for blurry / zigzag poor lines. These have been 
corrected in the amended drawings. 

b) Figures 4a and 6a were objected to for uneven line thickness (4a was stated 
to have uneven lines). Again these are corrected in the amended drawings. It appears 
as if the Examiner may have had issue with a portion of Figure 4a lines non being 
parallel however as they are lines perpendicular to a curved axis - they are not in fact 
parallel and so are accurately drawn. 

c) Two numbers in Figure 4a were drawn in a staggered representation. These 
numbers have been corrected. 

The Applicant submits that the drawings are in proper form and should be 
acceptable. If any portion of the drawings or election are not to the Examiner's 
satisfaction, the Examiner is encouraged to call the Applicant such that such changes 
can be provided expeditiously. The Applicant would like to thank the Examiner for his 
patience in clearing up these issues. 
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The Examiner is invited to telephone the Applicants' undersigned attorney at 
(248) 433-7221 if any unresolved matters remain with respect to this Response. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DICKINSON WRIGHT PLLC 



Thomas E. Donohue, Reg Na"~44,660 
38525 Woodward Avenue, Suite 2000 
Bloomfield Hills, Ml 48304-5092 
(248) 433-7200 (Main) 
(248)433-7221 (Direct) 
(248) 433-7274 (Fax) 



Dated: February 25, 2008 



